Enquiry into the material available to Linnaeus when publishing the name Mimosa latisiliqua in 1753 shows that he intended this for the jumbie bean widespread in the Bahamas and that the correct name for this species should accordingly be Leucaena latisiliqua ( 
For some years the first author (W. T. Gillis) has been collecting specimens in the Bahamian archipelago and assembling information for a new Flora of the Bahamas to replace Britton & Millspaugh's The Bahama Flora (I920); preparation of this work is now far advanced. General acceptance of the International Code of Botanical Nomenclature and the abandonment of the American Code of Nomenclature followed by Britton & Millspaugh have made it necessary to examine critically the names they adopted and also to typify these and other relevant names in accordance with present nomenclatural procedures as outlined in the appendix to the International Code. This is particularly necessary for Linnaean binomials. Their interpretation calls for an understanding of Linnaeus's methods and an acquaintance with the material then available, matters to which the second author (W. T. Steam) as Honorary Curator of the Linnaean Herbarium 'has given some attention, notably in connection with the Flora of Jamaica.
Working on the Leguminosae, Mimosoideae, of the Bahamas, the first author became concerned with the application of names in Leucaena and Lysiloma. This led to renewed study of the nomenclatural situation discussed in H. C. D. De Wit's detailed and scholarly paper on the "Typification and correct names of Acacia villosa Willd., and Leucaena glauca (L.) Benth." in Taxon io: 50-54 (I96I). We much regret that our conclusion regarding the typification of Mimosa latisiliqua L. differs from his. De Wit typified the name Mimosa glauca L. (I753) by a specimen in van Royen's herbarium at Leyden; this represents the species commonly known as Acacia villosa (Swartz) Willd., and the correct name for that species should accordingly be A. glauca (L.) Moench. The epithet glauca deriving from Mimosa glauca L. had however, earlier been commonly applied to a Leucaena as L. glauca, a usage instituted by Bentham in I842. The plant concerned is the widely cultivated and naturalized jumbie bean or lead tree of the West Indies. It makes an unarmed shrub or small tree 5-Io m. high and has glaucous bipin- in the Linnaean Herbarium representing Mimosa latisiliqua "only partly agree to Linnaeus's description". This is true. There is, however, no reason to doubt that the specimen, which is annotated "latisiliqua 21 H. U." and hence had been grown in the Uppsala botanic garden, was in Linnaeus's possession in I753. It does not precisely fit Linnaeus's diagnosis as regards the number of pinnae (5-6) and pairs of leaflets (I0-I2), which can mean either that Linnaeus was careless or that he had other material before him, either of this species, e.g. the plant growing in the Uppsala garden, or of another species. The specimen represents the jumbie bean, i.e. a Leucaena, whereas Plumier's illustration represents the wild-tamarind, i.e. a Lysiloma (L. bahamense Benth.) (see Isely 197I). The crucial matter to decide is which of these entities would have been available to Linnaeus in 1753.
There can be no doubt regarding the jumbie bean (Leucaena). It was cultivated then in the Uppsala botanic garden and had almost certainly been obtained directly or indirectly from the Chelsea Physic Garden near London, In Mimosoid legumes have occasionally been named from flowering material and yet have their most distinctive features in their fruits. Because of similarities in the pressed flowers and often in the superficial characters of the leaves, species in such genera as Lysiloma, Enterolobium, Albizia, Acacia, Mimosa, Leucaena and Dichrostachys have often been confused. It is understandable that Linnaeus and Burman became confused over the species concerned. There is, however, no evidence that Linnaeus had any material or illustration of the wild tamarind, a Lysiloma, before him when publishing the binomial Mimosa latisiliqua in 1753. On the contrary he had material of the jumbie bean, Leucaena, and it is our belief, as it was Miller's, that certainly he intended that name for the latter species. Unfortunately this necessitates yet another regrettable change of nomenclature:
